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*  The Center

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two primar§ objectives:
to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect their students, and
to use this knowledge to develop better school practices. and organization.

The Center works through three research programs to achieve its objectives.

The School Organization Program inveatigates 'how school and classroom organiza-

tion affects student learning and other outcomes. Current studies focus -on

«parental involvement, microcomputers, .uge of time in schools, cooperative

learhing, and other orgapizational factors. The Education and Work Program
examines the relationship between schooling and students' later-life occupa-
tional and educational succegs. ' Current projects include studies of the
competenctes required in the workplace, the sources:of training and expefience
that lead to ‘employment, college students' major field choices, aqd employment

of urban mimority youth. The Schools and Delinquency Program researches the

problem of crime, violence, vqndaliam and disorder in schools and the role
that schools play in delinquéék&r' Ongoing studies address the need to develop
a strong theory of delinquent behavior while examining school effects on '
Hdelinquency and evaluating delinquency prevention programs in and outside
of schools.

The Center also supports a Fellowship®-in-Education Regearch program that

provides opportunities for talented young researchers to conduct and publish
significant research and encourages the participation of women and minorities
in research and education.

This report, prepared by the School Organization Program, describes
activities conducted to disseminate Student Team Learning processes to
schools in FY82, and analyzes the patternsg of uge of Student Team Learning

a

in schools based on survey responses of 439 teachers.
+

)
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Abstract

The regearch and development of Student Team Leé;ning, q.set\of
classroom instructional processes, has been a continuing project of CSOS 2
* gince 1970. 1In 1976, CSOS bega; disseminating the processes and prototype
curriculum méterials to gchdola. )
This paper describes the dissemination activities conducted during
FY82 and analyzes the patternsg of distribution of Student Team Learning
materials in schools and districts during that period. If also presents
the results of a survey ;f teachers who ordered STL materialc in 1980-81.
The survey examines the uée of STL by grade level, the kind of process’used,

subject aréa. type of matérials. and 8o on. Over 300 teachers provided

written comments about their experiences with using Student Team Learning.

1114
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Student Team Learning Dissemination
and Patterns of Use in Schools

This paper reports on the activities undertaken to disseminate Student
Team Learning processes and curriculum materials, and the patterns of
distribution of the STL materials in schools and districts, during FY82
(December 1, 1981 through November 30, 1982). It also presents the results
of a survey of people and institutions who ordered STL curriculum materials
from the Center during 1980 and 1981. . N

Dissemination of Student Team Léarning has been conducted by ESQS gsince
1978,’and‘the general approach éas been deliberately eclectic, primarily
due to the nature of the Student Team Learning processes themselves. Because
they are general instructional methods that are appropriate in various
subject areas and in most grade levels, no one subject or Qchooﬁeiype
(elementary, gecondary) received concentration. Because of the diverse
effects of the processes (improved achievement, better gocial and race
relations ¥ increased celf-esteem, and go on), no one area of effect can be
claimed as the primary reason for use. And because of the facilitating
elements built into the processes (teacher manual, filmstrip, structured
training workshop), and the gpecificity of the methods, teachers can uge
the methods with little or no asgisctance from CSOS. Thug, in digseminating.
STL, no one approach stands out as mor; promising than a variety of others,
and the Center hag followed a deliberately eclectic strategy, which ig

described in Part 1 of this report.

Part II describes the patterns of distribution of STL awareness and

-
- >
————

curriculum materials in FY82. The amount of materials disseminated provides

gome inQ}ca;ion of the amount of gchool and district uge, and the types

?
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of materials distributed provide some indication of use by subjecg area
and grade level. Part 11 also describes patterns of distribution by state,
district level, state department level, and uniggrsity level.

Part III presents analyses of a mail survey of people who ordered STL
materialg in 1980;81. Questionnaires were mailed to three categories+-
teachers, principalé, and educators. The purpose of the teacher quesgion-
naire was to determine If the teachers who ordered STL materials were using
STL, to examine how they used STL and the problems they encountered ‘and
benefits they foﬁnd, aﬁd to identify teachers who were using the processes
well who would consent to classroom visits from other teachers. The primary
purpoges of the prinéipal and educator questionnaire were to (1) have them

refer teachers they knew who were using STL, and (2) find out how they used

the STL materials that they ordered. -

1. Discemination Activities

Major dissemination activities were conducted in FY82 in conjunction

Y
e v %

with the National Dif fusion Network, Race Desegregation Assigtance Centers,
ESAA projects, educational laboratories, the Seattle, WA Center for Law and
Justice, and the Maryland and Pennsylvania State Departments of Education.

National Diffusion Network Division (NDND). Student Team Léarning is

approved by the Joint Dissemination Review Panelfénd i5 funded by the NDND
to work with state facilitators to provide awareness pregentations and teacher
treaining workshops to séé#re uge of STL in sehools nationwide.

Race Desegregation Assistance Centers (RDAC's). This national network

of Centers works with gehool districts on problems of desegregation, and

the Centers offer Student Team Learning ac part of their assistance activities.

S
RDAC's that use STL extensively im their work with school districts include

e
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the Mid-Atlantic RDAC, University of Miami RDAC, Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

RDAC, Pittsburgh RDAC and Kansas RDAC. These RDAC's have personnel trained

ot

ESAA. In FY82, projects funded by'the Emergency School Assistance Act
to help desegregating school districts continued to initiate and maintain
the use of Student Team Learning processes in schools for the purpose of

improving race relations.

Educational Laboratories. The network of regional laboratories

funded by NIE assisted with the dissemination of STL in their regions. The
Mid-Continent Regional Laboratory has incorporated STL into its program of
school improvement which it conducts for school districts. Research for
Better Schools and Southeastern Educational Developmént Laboratory included
STL in regional Title I (Chapter I) conferences that they coordinated.

Center for Law and Justice. STL is being used by the Center for Law

and Justice in Seattle as part of a major effort to prevent juvenile delinquency.
STL is one of the school components of the project and its purpose is to
provide academic and gocial success for low-achieving students to strengthen

their commitment to.the school and lower their likelihood of becoming

delinquent. The project is being conducted in sites in many areas of the

country (Bangor, ME: Reading, PA; Waterbury, CT; West Palm Beach, FL, etc.)

State Departments of Education. The Pennaoylvania and Maryland state

departments of education are incorporating STL into major school improvement
efforta. The Pennsylvania effort is its Statewide School Imprerment Program
(éIP) and the Maryland efforg is ieo Schopl Improvement through Instructional
Procesgses (SITIP) program. In Pennsylvania, pergonnel in the state depart-

ment Bureau of Equal Educational Opportunity have been trained to provide STL

9




training in desegregated school districts. In Maryladd the SITIP prégram

< .

introduced STL to all school districts and_provided funding for training

of teachers and pfeparation of materials. This state department effort
o in&ludea implementation and impact evaluation, with technical assistance

i

beiﬁg provided by an outside agency, Research for Better Schools (RBS).

Other Dissemination Activities. Other FY82 dissemination activities
TN~ R
included promoting the use of STL by a Teacher Corps project in Omaha,
Nebraska and an Upward Bound project in Connecticut. In addition, the program

continued its general dissemination through written publications and conference

presentations. Publications include Cooperative Learnfng: Student Teams,

a book in the NEA Professional Library Series; an article about STL accepted
for publication'by Knowledge; and publication of Vpl."3 No. 1 of the STL
Newsletter, distributed to over SON0 school practitioners. Also, an article

about STL has been prepared, on refuest, for the Middle School Journal,

and STL has been included ag Gle 8 in the inservice program book by

Brookover et al., Creating Effective Schools. Conference presentations of

STL were made for the PA Association of Middle Schools, the PA Science

Teachers' ﬁgsociation. the International Reading Association, the Inter-

national Association for the Study of Cooperation in Education, a Basic

Skills Conference sponsored by the Wisconsin Research Center, an Effective
Schools Conference aponsored‘by the Oregon Research Center, and others. Also,
the Hopkins University workshop for certified trainers was conducted.

As part of its digseminagion activities{ the STL project provides an
{nformational brochure at no cost. During FY82, almost 3000 copies of this
brochure were requested by teachers, administrators, and university-college
personnel., Approxiﬁately 30 percent of those requestiné brochures wanted

them in order to share information about STL with colleagues or to hand out

in informational eonferences they were conducting about STL.




. Awarenegs, Training, and Follow-up Workshops

The primary method by which STL reaches the point of teacher use is

through, first, the provision of awareness activities that create teacher

and adanigtratér interest; and second, the provision of teacher training

workshops that prepare teachers to use the processes. Follow-ug activities

B4

are then conducted.
During FY82, pr?ject personnel and certified trainers conducted
. approximately 24 awareness sessions, 43 teacher tralning workshops, and 21
follow-up workshops. These numbers are approximate‘due to the difficulty

of documenting all certified trainer activity. The following is a month-by-

-~

\ month report of documented activity in FY82.
Dec. 1981

Beatrice, Nebraska--Follow-up, trainigg (certified trainer)
Maryland State Dept.--Follow-up (SITIQ Project) -

Richmond, VA--Training .

Marquette, Grand Rapids, Southfield and Grayling, Michigan--Awareness
Educational Improvemegt Center South, New Jersey--Awareness

Seattle, Washington--Follow-up, training ’

Wilmington, Defaware--FOIIOw—up, training

Philadelphia, Pennaylvania--Awareness (certified traitier)

Jan. 1982

Norfolk, Virginia--Traiding and follow-up
- Philadelphia, PA--Awarenecs (Title I)

Orlando, Florida--Awareness
Atlanta, Georgia--Statewide awareness conference
Baltimore County, Maryland--Follow-up
Austin, Texas--Awareness (Title I)

. Howard County, Maryland--Training
Scotch Plaing, New Jersey-~-Training ~ '
Washington, D.C.--Awareness (certified trainer)

~

- Feb. 1982

. Ocean City, Macyland--Follow-up (SITIF)
'w11m1nggpn, Delaware--Training
Seattle, Wachington--Follow-up
Baltimore City, Mgryland--Training
Rapid City, South Dakota--Training

11




Washington, D.C.--Awareness (Title I)

Stanley County Schools, North Carolina--Training
Charlotte, North Carolina--Training

Henderson, Tennessee--Training (certified trainer)

March 1982

Rockingham, North Carolina--Training
Monroe, North Carolina--Training
Baltimore County, Maryland--Training
Ocean City, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP)"

Charleston, South Carolina--National awareness conference-—certified
trainer )

S »

St. Mary's County, Maryland--Follow-up

April 1982 .
Wilmington, Delaware--Follow-up, training
Hagerstown, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP) Lo
Baltimore City, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP)
Howard County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP) "
Washington County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP) . j/ A
Wilmington, Delaware—-Training (certified trainer) - :

May 1982 oo

Wayne County, ﬁgchigan--Awarenesa (certified trainer)
Baltimore, Maryland--JHU Certified Trainers Workshop
Worchester County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP)
Indianapolis, Indiana--Statewide awareness conference
Brookland, New Jersey--Awarenegs
Marshall, Minnesota--Training of certtified trainers

WChicago, Illinois--Awareneas (Urban Education Conference)

" Wesleyan University, Connecticut--Training (certified trainer)

June 1982

Nazareth, Pennsylvania--Training
Mount Vernon, Ohio—-Training
Newport News, Virginia--Training

July 1982

New Haven, Connecticut--Training

August 1982 P

Lexington, Kentucky--Awareneos

Kanawha County, West Virginia--Awarenegs (certified trainer)

Charles County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP) . .
Wheaton, Minnesota--Training ’ ’

Calvert County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP)

ERIC ' 1z
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. “Lawrenceberg, -Indiana--Training ;
" Milwaukee, Wisconsin--Training

DeSoto, Kansas—-Training
. Memphis, Tennessee;;Training (certified trainer) o ,

Oakland Tennes§eé—-Awareness (certified trainer) o

T.n
€ .

! ©  -September 19555 - "

’

Williamspurg, ‘Virginia--Awareness - -
Front Roy®l, “Virginia--Training ™«

Trenton, New Jersey—--Awareness, training

Cecil County, Maryland--Follow-up (SITIP)

..
-

*  October 1982 ' L , . E S
, S . ! ‘
' ' Memphié Tennessee--Training (certified trainer)
" Somerville, Tennessee--Training (certified trainer)
. ' Lancaster, Pennsylvania--Training (certified trainef3
Detroit, Michigan--Awareness, training (certified trainer)
Williamsburg, Virginia--Training
Richmond, Virginia--Training . .
Charles County, Maryland-—Follow—up (SITIP) o {
Chicago, Illinois--Awareness (Effective Schools Conference)
(certified trainer)

Kearney, Nebraska--Trairing - <« :

Orlando, Florida--Awargness ( dle School Conference) N
(certified'train

/November 1982 o " e

,Portland, Maine——Trai ng, follow-up
~.Boston, Massachusetts->raining
Toronto Canada--Training
Stanley County Schoolé North Carolina--Follow-up (certified trainer)
Harrisburg, Pennsflvania——Training (certified trainer)
‘-~ Memphis, Tennessee--Training (certified trainer) .
2 : ‘ : ’ -

II. STL Materials Dissemination

e

2

Table 1 shows the Student Team Learning materials that were distributed
. J - ’

. -to teachers, schools, districts, and other personnel during FY82. Total/

.

reqﬁests for materials totalled 628, and these requests were received from ¢

» A
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43 states. The total amount of materials distributed equalled 6,924 units,

with a "unit" being an STly Teacher's Manual, Starter Kit (manuai plus card
decks and scoring formé), or set of worksheets.

The number of states from which requesﬂS for materials were received
indicateé the widespread effect of STL dissemination actjvities. Also,
the presence of California, éqi?gado, aﬁé Texas among the ten most acﬁive
states indicates that STL dis%emination activities are effective across the
country, not confined to locales in clbse proximity to the pfoject.

The STL Teacher's Manual and the STL Starté; Kit were the most heavily
requested materiéls. Usigg either of these, individual teacheré can adapt
their own curriculum materials to usé with Student Team Learning processes,
and this use may be in almongany subject area at any grade level.

0f the apﬁroximately 2000 sets of worksheets and game/quizzes that were °
réquested,'over 500 were for use in language‘érts, almost 900 were for use
in ﬁathematics,'almost 300 for use in science (including nutrition), énd
almost?30 for use in history. In general, teachers use the;e seLs of
materials as %bdels for adapting their own curriculum materials to use with
STL, or use them dir;cfly but supﬁlement them with their own classroom materials.

Table 2 describes 1he sources of the requests for STL materials. This
descriptign is based on analyses of information provided on thé requests
for materials, which iﬁjnot always spesigic, but which provides some insight
into the purpose of the .request and the use of the STL materials.

A continuiné argument in the dissemiation field concerns the effective-

4

ness of bottom-up vs. top-down dissemination--the initial dhséo and

use of an innovation by individual teachers who then spread their use

throughout the school 'and district vs. the initial discovery‘of an innovation

14




i

~

/

-
L]

by district personnel who then introduce it to teachers for their use.

£3

Table 2 shows that STL?gfﬁsemination consists of both bottom-up and top-

down‘éfforts.‘ .

. _ v
One hundred forty-five requests for STL materials were from individuals

who provided only a street address and no school or institutional affiliation.

We assume that most of these are individual teachers who are requesting

=
s

a manual or starter kit without going through their school purchasing process.
‘Anothgr 265 requests come from the 'school level--from a specific elementary,

middle or junior high,w6¥ senior high school, or from a school that cannot
be identified acco?ding to grad; level. Thesé school-level reqhesté come
from 1nd1§1dual teachers and from school principals.

A total of 119 requests for STL materials came from the district level,

and this category of requests contains many orders for a,large volume of -

- materials, obviously to be distributed to schools and teachers within the

district. Similarly, another 36 requests from federally funded prbjects
(ESAA, Title IV-C, Center for Law and Justice) are primarily for large numbers .
of materials to be-distributed to schools and districts that are participating
y N
in the projects.
This dichotomy of requests--teacher and school level vs. district and

project level--will provide an opportunity for the STL project to study

the actual effects of top-down vs. bottom-up dissemination on classroom

" and school use of innovatioqp.

A final large category of requests for STL materials is the college-
university level. These requests come primarily from individual professors
and college bookstores for use in education methodology courses, indicating

’ 1
that STL is gradually becoming institutionalized in preservice teacher training.

[ Y
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I1I. Survey of Teacher Use of Student Team Learning

In late:;;zl—early 1982, questionnaires were maile eachers,

principals, and o;hcr educdtors who"had ordered Stu‘ nt Team Learning
materials from CSOS during the period of January, 1980—0ctober, 1981. .

J
The materials.ordeyed ranged from a single teacher's manual to multiple

N

sets of worksheets and gamé/quizzes.

i

Three versions of questionnaires were mailed. Copies of the question-

naires are contained in Appendix A.
The teacher questionnaire was mailed to 775 individuals who had ordered

’

STL materials. They were identified as teachers if their order address
consisted of an 1ndiv1d§al name'apd a home address (no institukion 1dent1f1e&i .
uor if the o}der aédregs consisted of an 1nd1viddal name and a'schopl address.

The principal questionnairé was mailed to 281 orderers of materials
for which the order add}ess either identified the pérson as a brincipal.or
conslsted only of a.school address with no name-ingicated. The educator ;

.w-f questionnaire was mailed to all others (a total of* 704), and on these the
order address generally identified a school district, university,'o; a
federally-funded project as the recipient.

Thus a total of 1,760 questionnaires were mailed. The primary purposes
of the teacher‘questionnaire were, first, to identify teachers who were using
Student Team Léarngng ;n their classrooms and using it well, and who would
alléw other teachers to visit and observe their classrooms; second, to
gather some information about how teachers who had ordered STL materials
were actually using thefn--what processes they were using in what subject
areas at what grade fevélg; and what results they were gettiﬁg.f The

primary purposes of the principal and the educator questionnaire were, first,

to have them provide names of teachers using STL to whom we could send the

- 16
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teacher questionnaire; second, to find out what the principals and educators
[ =]

did with the materials that they ordered.

) Responsé Rate

The questignnaires were mailéd in early Décember of 1981, and a
follow-up, was mailed in mid-January of 1982 to those who had not responded.
?he fdllow—up consisted of a second mailing of the questionnaire with second

3’ r;guest noted on {it.

The total principalvresponse was 38, or approximately 13X of the 281
questionnaires mailed. The total educatér response was 171 out of 704, or
approximagely 247, This low responsévrate for both groups is mainly due to

v

the insufficiency and-ambiguity of the addresseq used for the mhiling. A

large number of the principal questionnaires were addressed to a school,

with no individual name, Similarly, a large number of the educator question-

vaires were sent to a district or university address, again with no individual
i <

name Qndicated. Many of these questionnaires probably never reached thg
specific people who had ordered the Student Team Learning materials. (The

materials themselves prébably did reach these people because they were

B
» accompanied by purchase order numbers,) S
"7 -

Foélthe teacher questionnaire, we réceived 163 responses to the first
mailing and another 129 responses to the second request.‘for a.total of 292
out of the 775 mailgd. ot 37.6%. As noted, the teacher questignﬁaire was
'aént to 1ndﬁvidual}y-named persons at either a home address or school

o

address. Use of the specific ndme”probably helped to increase the response

rate, At the same time, some portion of this group probably were not teachers.
: .

The tecacher response was supplemented in two ways. First, a total qf

120 tcacher questionpairesd werc sent out to referred teachers--those who had

been named on principal and educator questionnaires. Of these, 80 completed

and returned the questionnaire, Another 100 teacher qquestionnaires were

distributed in follow-up workshops.in Maryland, Belawaée, and Nebraska to

. | ‘ 1y
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teachers who had previously received Student Team Learning training.
Sixty-seven of these teachers completed the questionnaire and mailed it in.
The total number of completed teacher questionnaires thus amounts to

659 out of‘a total of 995 distributed, for a final response rate of 44.1%.

Analyses of Teacher Questionnaires

Analyses of these teacher data do not attempt to identify this sample

@ .

as representative and draw generalizations about nationwide use of Student
Team Learning. These teachers do not include, for the most part, the
teachers who are involved in district-level implementations of STL, for
whicﬁ Eée district ordered materials and distributed;&hgm.ﬁ Nor do they
include, for the most part, teachers 1ﬁvolved in federally;funded projects
(ESAA, Title IV C, etc.) in which the projectg ardered materipls and dis-
tributed them. | |

The analyses do meet the two objectives of'the survey. They identify
a number of teachers who are using STL well and who will allow other teachers
to observe their classrooms, and they provide 1qform0t1$h about the general
patterns of STL use among a sizeable group of teachers.

~

Identifying teacher experts. Table 3 shows results of the analyses

conducted to 1dent1€y teacher "experts" in Student Team Learning, based
on three survey questions. First, teachers were asked to indicate how they
used STL==(1)\frequent1y, (2) once or twice a year for extended periods,
or (3) sometimes. Of the 289 teachers wha answered this, 110 (38.2%) Gaid
frequently, 68 (23.6%) said once or twice a year, and another 110 (38.2%)
caid sometimes. Because the benefits of STL dependﬁupon it being implemented
for a sufficient time period, only teache?a‘who answered 1 or 2 can be
placed in the expert user categdryf‘
A sccond questfon aéked teachers to identify their own degree of expertise.

of the 286 toachers who did so, 65 (22.7%) said they were cxperts, 146 (51.1%)
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said they were getting good, 62 (21.7%) said they weré¢ beginners, and 13

(4.5%) said they were having problems.

A final questton of expertise simply asked if the teacher would allow
others Eb visit his or her classroom to see STL in progress. Of the 300
teachers who reported using STL, 194 (65.0%7) said they would be willing to

have other teachers vigit to see STL.

The responses to these questions were combined to identify 153 teachers
who could be designated as expert users of Student Team Learning in their

classrooms. This number includes 74 elementary, 51 middle-junior high

school, and 28 senior high school teachers. These teachers indicate that
they will allow a classroom visit and that they are expert in or getting good
at using STL and that they use the processes frequently or one-to-two times

a year for four-to-eight week periods.

4y

The identification of those teacher experts allows the team learning
project to respond to rgquests from schools and districts that want to

observe STL processes being used in classrooms.

Table 3 also examines the relationships among the thrce Student Team .
- . M
Learning instructional processes andﬁthe three categof'es of teacher expertise,

with the following results:

1) A larger percentage (37.9%) of ‘the tea¢hers use TGT on a "gsomet imes"

basis, as opposed to STAD and Jigsaw. This type of TGT use probably reflects
, ) . . . . K
those teachers who occasionally use tournaments in their classrooms but who

' AR
do not implement the complete TGT process,

0 + N

2) Over 72 _percent using any‘one oﬁ the three processés indicate that
" 4

they are "expert". or "gettinglgood." .

3) A good majority (65%5 of the teachers using the processeg are

agreedble to classroom visits.

S 1y
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Patterns of STL Use. Table 4 provides basic information about
éeacher patterns of use of STL-owh;ch‘proceaaea they use, in ‘how many
claag;a, in which subject areas, at what grade levels. First, of the 439
reopondgnta, 300 (68.32) reported that they were using STL. and another .
38 (8.7%) said they were planning to upe the processes. One hundred
eighty-nine (53.1%) reported that they used STL last year. (Of sheae, 130
used STL last year and thig year.)

Processes used. More teachers (230) reported using TGT than STAD
(107) and Jigshw (44) combined. TGT 1s8 the oldest of the team learning
processes, and teachers and students enjoy the tournament aspect of the
technique.’ Also, the scoring system in TGT, which ;llowo low achievers to
contribute as much to the team ag high achievers, 1o easlily understood ,
whereas the Jsprovement points system used in STAD and Jigsaw i5 not as
conceptually clear to students and is difficult for c#e teacher to oxpiain.
By.uaing a éimpler'gcoring Dyé;em with these processda, which the Center has
recently initiated, STAD and Jigsaw usé should increcase in proportien to
TGT use. J )

Also, leoo use 3¢ Jigoaw can be explained by. the fact that model
materials for using the process have only recently been developed. Previously,
teache 3 not only had‘to develop all their own materials for Jigsaw, but also
had ho sample materials to work frém;

~

Number of classes. This question primarily reflects STL use at the

I

middle-junior high and senior high levgls and fn‘doparcmoncalized olementary
grades. One hundred Dixtymfivolcoachgjo'(37.6% of the total surveyed) use

éTL in two, three, or more classes. .Thia rohrosonta 60.9% of the teachero

-

who uge STL.
This large amount of multiple usage implics that thie teachers find the

.
proceases effective cnough that they expand their use instead of limiting it

A
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to one class. Also,“glthough one of the ofnea-voiped problems with STL is
the amount of teacher time required in its use, most teachers seem to over-
come that problem and extend the use. (The problem of teacher time is also
examined laﬁer in this report, where we find that. surprisingly few teachers
mention it as a problem.)

Another 1mp11cation of teacher use with more than one class is that it

- magnifies the potential 1mpact of the processes on students, as oné teacher

J

may be using STL with 30 to 90 or more students during the year.

Subject areas. The greatest use of STL is in math (141, or 32.1% of
&
the teachers surveyed) and language arts (134, or 30.5%), the basic school

curriculum areas. Significant use also occurs in social studies an science;
and some teachers use STL in reading, spelling, foreign lénguage, and other |,
subjects. This variety of subject area use reflects the fact that STL

consists of instructional procegses that can be appliea by teachers without

i

dependence upon curriculum materials produced by the Center--no materials

were available for these teachers in social studies, elementary science,
¢ * .

‘reading, spelling, fore@gn language, or senior high school math and English.
At the same time, the extensive use in i?th and language artg, for which
the Center offers model curriculum materials, indicates that the model

materials can be important in helping teachers implement STL.
. ",

Grade levels. Table 4 algo shows teacher use of STL by elementary,

.
‘.

middle-junior high, and senior high levels. Over half of the total/S

uge (51.6%) is at the elementary level, another 31;8% at the midd¥etjunior
high'leﬁel, and 16.6%vat the senior high level. However, the reported use
within these schools 1s'éomﬂqrable=-that is, of the teachers who responded
to the survey, 78.9 percent of the elementary ;gachers, 78.9 percent of the

.

middle-junior, and 72.3 percent of the senior high teachers reported using

' " 2 “ 4,a///<,

4

P W 4
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s
Tables 5, 6, and 7 present information concerning the use of materials N
by teachers, their indications of whether other teachers in the school are
.
also using STL, and for those teachers who said they were not using STL, ‘

-

their reasons for not using 1it.

Materidls Used. The curriculum materiais provided by the Center are

1nte2ded as models for tecachers to adapt their own materials to STL use.
However, tbe materials have unde}gone extensive devglopmcnt and revision, are
entirely appropriate for direct teacher use and, in fact, can be oxtremely
bencficial to some teachers whose own.curricula arc not objecctives-based or
well planned. Also, the development of materials for usc with STL roquires
a good amount of teacher time and effort, whiéh eari be reduced by use of tho
Center materials.

In our survey, 117 (36.2%) of the toachers using STL devoted the time
and effort to make their own maieriuls. A anllor‘numbor (71, or 122709
used thé Center materials only. However, another 135 teachers (41.8%) used
the Centor.matotlals and developed some of their own, gpnorally to supple-
ment the écntcr materials an;/lo adapt them mo;p/czzplctoly to their own
curricula. | e

Thic materiala usage supperts the Ccntér's decision,~madec carly in
the dzsscminacion process, te develop and distributc actual curriéulum
ﬁaterials along with the STL proccases. These materials do not become the

’

prescribed curriculum for a teacher, but do make the use of Student Team

Y-

ht4
Learning a lecss arduous task. These figures imply that, 1f STL materials
L

were unavailable, as many as 63,8 perceat of the tcachers using 8TL would

k4

not be using the proecssvs.
- - \/
Table 5 also shows teacher use of materials according to the STL preccso

used. Tcachers using the Jigsaw process, for which few Center materials are
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available, expectedly indicate a high incidence of developing their own
materials. As previously noted, Jigsaw is also the least-used STL process,

and the lack of Center model materials no doubt contributes to this.

Ogher Teachers Using STL in the School. On our survey, teachers were
asked ko provide the names of Sther teachers in their school who were using
STL. ke numbef‘némed was used to develop four categﬁries-—no others
 (isolated use), 1 or 2 others (some support), 3 or 4 others (supported use),
" and 5 to 8 others (school—bésed use). The response was assumeq/&o be '"no
others" if the teacher respon&ed "sone" or "no others" or left the question
blank, which day slightly over-estimate the "no others" category.

Table 6 showg thgt 181 (60.3Z) of the teachers using STL are isolated
users--the only teacher in the school using the processes. Only 11 teachers
(3.7%) report that they are part of a widespread school usage, with another
19 (6.3%) repofting supported use. .

The mailing list for the;questionnaife-inflgences these percentaées.
The queséionnaire was mailed to teachers whoe ordered méteribls from the
Center, and thus excltggb most teachers who are involved in school-wide use
who réceived their materials from fhe dist(ict or from a federally-funded
project. An analysis of the responses from two groups confirms this
influence. For those teachers who first received the mailed questionnaire,
the ibolated ugé increases to 69.2%. However, for those teachers who
received the questibnnairee becéusg'they were referred by a principal or
district, person, and those who received the questionqafred during workshops,
the rate of isolated use reported is only 16%.

The high inecidence .of isolated usekind£cates that" these teachers'are

primarily innovators who have found STL on their own. In their case, usg

of STL

s a teqcher-initiated project, not a school- or district-initiated




-
project. In further studies of STL dissemination, it would be valuable

to examine how and whether other teachers in these schools and other schools

might be influenced by these innovators to begin using STL. Such a study

would help to determine if a "bottom-up" dissemination process actually

e

§ o

occurs and, if so, how it takes place.

Reasons for Not Using ST Teachers who responded to the survey by

saying they were not using Student Team Learning weré asked to indicate
why. Table 7 shows six categories of reasons that were given by 97 teachers.
The largest category (35.1%) consists of teachers who are not using STL
because they are no longer in the classroom. A few moved into administrative
aégitions, but most simply left teaching.

Other reasons that teachers who ordered materials decided not to use
STL included not having enough time (17.5%), didn't want to use it afte;
examining the materials (16.525, had administrative problems (no paper, no
principal support (9.3%)), felt that their low-ability class couldn't do
it (8.27%), anff other rea;ons (13.4%).

The reasons given f;r not using STL provide little indication of
changes that could be made in the STL procestes or dissemination methods

to increase the rate of use.

Benefits and Problems. Of the 439 survey respondents, 333 answered

item number eight by commenting on their experiences with using Student
Team Learning. These comments were caiegorized as being statements about’
benefits or statements about problems, the benefits and probléms categories
;ere then specified, and the number'of specific benefits and problems

mentioned in each response was recorded. ﬁp to four benefits were recorded

for each response (first-named, second-named, etc.) and up to three problems

were recorded (no response named more than three problems) .

Table b shows the number ngéﬁccific benefits and problems noted by

- 24 |




teachers.” Many teachers named more than one benefit and/or named the same
/

benefit more than one time. The most often named and repeated benefit (411

mentions) was simply an expression of liking and enjoying STL (e.g., 1

AP

v .
think it's wonderful, my students really love this, I wish 1'd done this

last year, etc.). Similarly, the most often named and repeated problem
(65 mentions) was simply an expression of vague discontent (e.g., it didn't

work as well as I thought it would, some students didn't respond, I coulf)

-

»

have used some training, etc.).

The most-mentioned more specific benefits were increased student achieve-
¥
medt (96 times), improved sogial interaction (54) and increased student

motivation (46). The most-mentioned more specific problems were'problgme
with materials (23 times) and too much time required (21 times). ‘

Of the 333 teachers who commented, 35 named no benefits in their comQ::iﬁ;-
while 22% named no problems. -,

* Appendix B contains selected examples of the comments provided by

S teachers in responge to survey item number eight.

STL Use in Desegregated Schools., Because STL improves social relations .-

among gstudents, inéluding relations among ézudents of different races, it
is especially suited for use in desegregated acﬁoola. Table 9 shows some -
comparigons of ugse in desegregated and non-desegregated schools. A school
was considered desegregated 1f the minority enrollment (black and/or
a s Higpanic) was between eleven and ninety percent; nondesegregated if the
minority enrollment was 0-10 percent or 91-100 percent.
The percent of minority enrollment of the”surYeyed schéolg wags

compiled from Office of Civil Rights datalaa of 1978-79, which should

: accu}ately reflect the status of our schools in +1980-81. The'degree of g

v -

lDirec:qu of Elemontary and Secondary.School Diséricts, and Schools in
Selected School Distriets: School Year 1978-1979. U.S. Deparfment of
Education, Office of Civil Rights. . _ 25
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school desegregation was found for the schools of 288 of the teachers

who responded to. the survey.
Of these 288 respondents, 67 ﬁercent (193) were located in desegregated..

schools and 33 percent (95) were in nondesegregated schools, Of the 193

«

teachers in desegregated schools, 75.6 percent (146) were using STL,

. .
-

e
while 62.1 percent (59) of the 95 teacﬂerg in nondesegregated schools were

using STL. This indicates a slightly higher propensity to use STL, once

-

the materials have been qrdered, by teachers in desegregated oghools.

’

Teachers using STL in desegregated schools compared to teachers using '

.STL in nondesegregated schools also showed a higher tendency to have one

P
or more other teachers in the school using §ﬂ1>4€&.& ve. 25.3%). In addition,

18.1 percent (35) of the teachers using STL in desegregated schools specifically
ment ioned: social interackion as a henefit, compared to only 04.2 percent
(5) in qbndesegregated schools. ‘ -

A dimilar percentage of teachers in both sets of ochools used the
processes correctly aﬁd indicated fhat they were experts or getting good at
using STL. Howeyer, a largegﬁgercentage of teachers in desegregated. schools
indicated that they would allow other teachers to vigit their classrooms

(52.3 vs. 43.1 percent).

Summary and Conclusions

The main conclusion that can be drawn from these anglysesc of the
digsemination of STL materials and % tterns of use by teachers is that
Student Team Learning instructional firocesses are indeed used at all grade

levels in most subject areas, used in Yesegregated aﬁd nondesegregated

schools, and the use is natuonw;ﬂé;v,A 13?&0 number of teachers implement

and use the processes well, while come dtherd do not. Many teachers using

STL are doing it on their own, with no oupport from others in the school.

26




A '21

'

Out survey sémple, however, 1s biased toward this type of isolatedQusér,

since it does not include most teachers involved in district‘or federally-

funded projects.

The teachers who use STL report many more benefits of use than problems.

..In general, they use. the Center-developed materials/%s models for making

K

their own curﬁitulom materials and to supplement their own materials.
A surprisingly large number use STL with more than one clas§.

As the dissemination of Student Team Learning continues, the body of
daea that exists_and whioh can be collected about disseminatiod,strategies
and district, school and teacher patterns of use continues to grow, and
will provide opportunities to study multiple aspocts of the dissemination

process. and the processes through which schools adopt, implement, and use

innovations.

-

(




Table 1

22

- November'30, 1982

Student Team Learning Materials Ordered, December 1, 1981

Total Orders: 628

‘Fotal States: 43

Top 10 states by number of orders:

California - 52 Pennsylvania
Maryland - 48 South Carolina
North Carolina - 44 / Colorado
Geogta - 36 Texas

Virginia - 36 Ohio

Types of materials ordered and amounts:

STL Teacher's Manual

STL Starter Kit

Filmstrip .
Elementary lang. arts - 20 gbjectives
Elementary lang. arts - 100 objectives
@rades 7-8 language arts :
Math - grade 2

NV S W
]

Consumer Math
Elementary nutrition
Secondary nutrition

Life Science

Physical Science

Algebra

Geometry A}
Metrics

American History 4

)

Total amount of materials ordered:

28

35

28
26
22
19

3,464

1,472
133
193
174
166
87

. 83?
103! .

145
154
85
76
69
86
61
76
67
62

39 ~

68

6,924
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Table 2
Sources of Requests for STL Materiais, FY82

Type of requestby N No; ;f requests Percent of total
Individual (no institutional **) ]

affiliation indicated) 145 23.1%
Elementary school level o 68 10.8%
Middle-Jr. High level 72 11.5%
Senior High level 42 ' 6.7%
Géneral school (level not indicated) 83 : 13.2%

. District level : 19 . 719.1% . %_
Federally-funded project 36 5.7%
University-college level 52 é.3Z
State Department\\ - 7 1.0% ~
Other o . 4 0.6%

, Total Requests | . . 628




Table:3

Percentage of STL Users by Schedule of Use, Experience,

and Classroom Visitation

Total Student Team Learning TGT  STAD Jl"'csmAw
Schedule of Use (n=289)
*Frequent - ‘ 38.2 38.4 54.8 59.5
*], 2 times/year 23.6 . 23.6 18.3 16.2
Sometimes ' 38.2 37.9 26.9 24.3
; Experience with STL (n=286) ‘
*Expert 22.7 27.0 19.4 29.7
*Getting Good 51.0 51.0 55.9 ~43.2
Having Problems 4.5 3.9 4.3 0.0
Beginner - 21.7 18.1 20.4  27.0
*
Allow Classroom Visit (n=300) ' 65.0 63.6 68.2 65.9

*Combined to form "teacher expert" category




‘Table 4 .

Student'Team Learning Use in Schools

n = 439 4 : This Year‘ . Last Year />
Using STL 68.3 (300) 43.1 (189)
! Planning to use 8.7 (38) -
Using TGT e 52.4 (230) 34.4 (151)
Using STAD 24.4 (107) 13.2 (58)
*  Using Jigsaw ' ~10.0 (44) 4.3 (19)
Using in one class 24.1 (106) 13.7 (60)
Using in two classes 13.9 (61) , 8.9 (39)
Three or more classes 23.7 (104) 15.7 (69)
Using in math 32.1 {141) _ 19.6 (86)
lang. arts 30.5 (134) : 16.4 (72) s -
soc. studies ~15.7 (69) 9.8 (43)
- science 13,7 (60) 8.2 (36%f\
reading 2.7 (12) . -
o spelling 2.1 9) -
for. lang. 0.9 (4) - L
other 3.9

(17) : ' 2.1 (9)

Grade level (n=283)
Elementary 51.6 (146) 47.5 (84)
Middle-Jr. High 31.8 (90) 34.5 (61)

Senior High 16.6 (47) 18.1 (32)
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Table 5: Percentage of Teachers Who Make Their Own Materials, ;
Use JHU Materials, or Use Both )
Materials Used (n = 323) Using TGT _Using STAD Using Jigsaw
. Z number % number A number
Made own 36.2 (117) 31.5 - (69) 35.7 (35) 50.0 (19)
Used JHU 22,0 (71) 21.0 . (46) 15.3 (15) 7.9 (3)
Used both  41.8 (135) . 47.5 (104) 49.0 (48) 42.1 (16)
TabJe 6: Percentage of Teachers Repdrting Use by Other |
Teachers in Their School
‘ : : No. of others using % n
No other . 60.3 (181)
.(isolated use) .
: ‘ 1-2 others _ 29.7 (89) 2
(some support)
3-4 others _ 06.3 (19)
(supported use)
5-8 others 03.7 (11)

((school-based use)

Table 7: Percentage of Teachers Reporting Reasqns for Nor Using STL‘ '{

Reason %
Not teaching now 35.1
No time . 17.5
Don't want to 16.5

Administrative problems 09.3
Low-ability students 08.2
Other 3.4

3z

(34)
an
(16)
C))
. (8)
13)




. ' : Table 8

. ilBenéfits and Problems of STL Use
. “ Reported by Teachers

Benefits ' Total Times Mentio;ed
P ’ (n=621)
%
Like STL, Enjoy Using It ' 62.7  (411)
Increased Achievement ‘ k - 14.6 (96)
In;reaéed Student Participation 02.1 (1&)
S6cial Interaction ‘ 08.2  (54)
Increase Motivation » ) 07.0 (46)
; Problems .  Total Times Mentioned
| (n=147)
. ,, %
; | General Problems | 44.2 (65) .
| Materials ' 1373\\h;£?5)
\Studepts Don't Work Well in Teams 10.2 (15)
. Too Much Time Required : 143 (21)
ﬁigh Achievers Suffer 07.5 (11)
" Too Noisy . o ) 08.2  (12)
A%




STL Use in Desegregated/Nondesegregated Schools

Using STL

One or more other
. teachers using

Social Interaction
Benefit

- Use frequently or
il’ 2 times/year

6Expért or getting
good '

Allow visit

.

Table 9

Desegregated
Schools
(n=193)

75.6 (146)

34.4 (66)

18.1 (35)
46.6 (90)
53.9 (104)
52.3

" (101)

Nondesgregated
Schools
(n=95)
62.1 (59)
25.3 (24) .
04.2 (4)
45.3 (43)
52.6 (50)
43,1 (41)

Y]
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" TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Are you using Student Team Lesming ‘this school yaar? ;_ Yes No

" Do yeyﬂ‘plcn to use Student Tesm Lesrning this school yesr? Yes Mﬂ ) ' )

) *
If yes, which process(es)? In which subjects? If oo, vhy d1d you dscids
_ 0ot to uss Student Teas
] Teams-Cames-Tournaments (TCT) . math Lesrning? LN
. STAD : language asrts
. Jigsaw | ‘ sctisl studies
: science
with how many u“?“? other (pleass spscify) ¥
- cns class only )
? tt_to ¢lasses -
more than tvo classes o i
. ank you. Please fold,
. . . . steple, and return.
- 2. Dld. yeu use Studsnt Toam Lesrning last ycer? Yes No / P
- "
s If yes, which process(es)? In which subjects: 7 _With how many clasess? ’
o Teams-Games- Tournaments __ ___ math . ~ one class only 4
STAD : : - language srta . . tvo classes . .
Jigssw . socisl studies . wore than two classas
science *
. . other -«
. N
3. Teachero usc Stucent Team Lesrning on vsrious schecdules. Please check the schedule balow thet bsst
) describes your use during @ school yeer
-
I use it frequently for four-to-eight week periods or sors. v
kY X 1 use it once or tvice & year for four-to-sight wesk pertods. .
1 use it sometimes but not in any systematic wvey. ,
° 4. fHlow would you describo your expariences with Student Tesm I.ocmmg? .
' I'm an expert now--run it smoothly with few problems. N .
. 1'm getting & good hendle on {t, :
v , _ I'm having mors problems than 1'd like. . .
I'm & beginnde vith high hopes. s
. “3. If your princtipsl approved and you had plenty of edvance notice, would you be villlng to have other
. , taschars visit your classrocm to ses Student Team Lesrning?, Yes No JR—
" h —— _— .
6. Student Tesm Learning cen bs used with tescher-meds curriéuliw meteriels and/or with the Hopkins- .
prepsred curriculum units. What curriculum msterisls havé you used? .
Made sy own — ____Used Hopkins materisls _ Used both M " -
' Y 7., We often don't know who actuslly uses the materials that ars ordared from us. If other taschsrs n *
tyH yqur school sre using Student Teds Lestning, pleass liet thsir names so ve can send them this

" questionneire and put them on cur matiling list to receive ths Student Team Lesrning Newsletter. .

. ‘ » ' )
8. Plesse comment 8s extensively ss you wish shout your axpsrience with Student Tesm Lesruning and its

effacts in your elm‘sl:oo-.

| )

/ i
4 T Nahe Phons ( ) e —
School Grsds Lavql(g)’ Tsupht: - o
Address a
Gitys jeate: i 21p Codes i

Thank you vty much. We will continue to send you tha Student Tesm Learning Nevaletter. If you wsnt
furthsr informstion st any time, please writs or call (collect) Ruth Certer st (301) 338-8249.

E MC Plesse f01d a0 that cur raturn address 18 in the fronc, steple closed, and msil! .
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PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE
Hame ) Phone!
~ =
School s
Address
Ciey: Stets: i 2ip Code:!
1. Bow d1d you first heer sbout Student Team Lestning? 4
’ r
k3
- T
3. Are teschers in your school using Studsnt Team Lesrning in their classrooms? Yeso Ro.

If yes, can you provide their names so we can send them o questionneirs concewning their use of the

processes?! By interviewing the individusl teschers, ve can leesrn mors sbout how they use the processes
and how we can help thes.

-

Name Grads Lavel

1f no teschers in your school sre using Student Team Lesmming, why did they decide not to use the
curriculus materiels thet were ordersd? : :

{

Whet s your genersl opinion of the Student Tesm Learning program? Plesss rsspond in &s much deteil
as poseidbls.

-1

Y

Thenk you very much. We will comtiaus to send you tha Studant Tesm Lesrning Newsletter. If you vh:
further information et sny tims, pleass vrite or call (collect) Ruth Certer et (301) 338-8249.

Plasss fold eo that our return address 1s in the frost. steple closed, amd mail.

37 |
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, EDUCATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Name - e fhone ( ) .
Title T .
- . L A -
Address _
City: o ] ) State: 21p Coda:
1. Mow did you first hear about Studerlt Tem‘uomlng' 2 : f
L
— A= ——
2. Have vou attended a Student Toam Learning workshop? Yes Ro . T
— 1
1f oo, who conducted the workshop? -

3. low have you used the Student Team Learning matariala that you ordered? Have you taken sny actiocn to
taform others abgut Student Toam Learning. or to initiatae its use in schoola? ~ T\

D VA |
\

4. - What priacipelo do you know whose €chools Bre usinr Student Tasa laaraing in your district or- ecleaevhere? -
(Wc would 11ke to sond them a questionnaire to get furthor informsticn about how thair schoola are uvaing

Student Team Loarning.)
Hame School - Address

9. What epecific teachars do you know who are using Student Tagm Lum.lng {n their clasarosme? )
(Ve would aleu like to aand tham a questicnnsirs to learn mora about how they ere using the procecson

and how ve can help them.). ) »
Rime Gehopl Address
L

B P e

6. What ia your genarsl cpinicn of the Student Team u-mtni process and materials? Pleaca raspsad in e
much datail as poseible.

.

= e St - S An . e o S . 1 =

=

Thenk you very much. We vill continue to eend ydu the Studant Tesm Lestning Neusistter. If you vant
furcher information at sdy cime, pleass write or 11! (collect) Ruth Carter st (301) 338-8249.

Slusse fold oo that our raturn addreas (s in the frent, stapls clased, and mail. L
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Comments from teachers and principals who responded to the’Student Team
Learning survey.

Charleston, WVA (5th grade): This program has generated a great deal
of enthusiasm for the social stpdiés curriculum. There has also been a
marked improvement in grades. ’ :

- - Naghville, TN (elementary): STL brought closure to creative methods
I had tried. 1It's the most fantastic, workable set of strategies that our
learners/thinkers we teach today need. It's a way of behaving in the class-
room for me. It's-unbelieveable--the changes that take place among the boysg
and \girls seem unreal. This can be seen in a matter of weeks.

Rockville Centre, Ny (3rd grade): I am very pleased with what I see.
The children amaze me with their eagerness and ability to conduct their L/
"expert" groups and "team teaching" time--in an orderly, structured way.

They are charged up about succeeding for their tcams' status. Parents tell

me that they (their children) come home with news of team standings, etc.

One set of parents 1s particylarly thrilled with this program beeause their
chiild has always had a motoer coerdination problem and therefore eould never
really shine on tecams--which 15 generally part of the gym aectivities program.

Alva, FL (6th grade): This is my second year using TGT with my 6th
grade science students. The overall respense has been very favorable (both
from parents and students). To date.I have given 2 ecountywide workshops on
"peer imstruction and team learning” and 1 in-school workshep with positive
results, .

Topeka, KS (grades 7-8): It has been very successful. Students look
forward to our tournaments and wateh scores on our elassroom wall elesely.
Their test scores have also improved. :

El Paso, TX (grades 10-12): Students are very enthusiastie and se am
I.” Results are more students partieipating and apparently making prepdratiens
for the matches we hold. Overall averages are better sinee we started using
TGT. .

Denver, CO (eclementary): Scudent Team Learning has inercased my pupils
motivation to learn. Théy are extremely pleased with peer-tutoring and have
a deep sense of belonging. Their,grades and self-csteem have risen tremendously.
Parents have expressed absolute approval of the program and vdiced their wish
that all other teachers would take advantage of the program.

Claymont, DE (grade 5): Students who previously gave up found they
could be suceessful and improved after several weecks and were passing, cven )
getting A's and B's when figured by percentage., 1 feund I had te adapt and
use cxercises frem the text for STAD. and a modified Jigsaw due to lack of
paper.- (Sometimes these activities were actually more apprepriate.)

4) »
Mainsficld, CT (grade 7): Kids love it! Kids lcarn! There are so

many faets and conecepts to lcarn in seeial studies that we find this a supeg,
way to get the informatien across.
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San’ Jose, CA (higlrschool principal)' I think it is one of the most
effective techniques to come down the pike iA many years. We are all very
_— "excited. about’ it and have experienced some impressive results.

¢ ' , -
, " Tiptonville, TN (grades 7-8): I have found that the students enjoy
‘g ~~ working with TGT. I have.better attendance, participation and no behavier y

problems. My lower groups have shown marked improvement.
- - e ' -

New Orleans,‘LA (grade 5): I think Student Team Learning is an eiciring
- method of instruction.‘ My students response to the two methods I have employed

has been positi Students that were considered unmotivated by previous
- teachers have sud nly bec-me excited about math amd social studies..’ Since
~ . . I have started using Student Team Learning, my students' achievément has .
<t ) increased dramatically. ) - * ¢
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